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Abstract: 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the substantial implementation of communicative approach in teaching English as 
a foreign language at higher secondary level in Pakistan. It also attempted to differentiate between public and private 
institutions in CLT application. A questionnaire, observation schedule and subsequent interviews were used to collect data. 
The results revealed that big gap is found in what teachers claim to do in class room and what they actually materialize. The 
teaching methodology adopted by the private domain teachers was found comparatively closer to the tenets of 
communicative approach. During the interview, the respondents tried to justify their inconsistencies in teaching style. 
Examination washback effect was a commonly forwarded justification by the teachers of both domains. Inexperienced 
teachers, physical environment, strategic facilities, over-crowded class rooms and non-availibity of teaching material were 
some of the other excuses given by the interviewees. 
Key words: ELT, teaching methodology, CLT, GTM, inconsistencies. 
1. Introduction  
In language teaching and learning process, to evaluate the efficacy of prevailing methodology is a norm rather than 
exception. ‘New movements often begin as reaction to old ones. Their origins lie in a discontent with an existing state of 
affairs’ (Johnson & Marrow, 1981). A number of teaching methodologies have been forwarded by the researchers and 
teachers. Every methodology is characterized with some notions matching with the requirements of its particular age. 
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) approach has widely been studied as a means of improving communicative 
competence of the L2 learners (Yu, 2001; Bax, 2003; Hiep, 2007; Hu, 2005; Kumaravadivelu, 2006; Takanashi, 2004; 
Anderson, 1993; Burnaby and Sun, 1989; Jin and Cortazzi, 1998; Liao, 2004; Li, 1998; Ahmad & Rao, 2012a). There is a 
positive relationship between teaching methodology and learners’ communicative competence (Lessard-Clouston, 1997).  
The researchers have pointed out gap between theory and practice in teaching methodologies (Littlewood, 2007; Nunan, 
2003). In deed the progress in target language learning mostly lies in the real implementation of teaching methodology what 
so ever.  
The key to teaching English effectively lies in the fact whether English is taught as language or as subject. Traditionally, the 
main consideration of EFL (English as a foreign language) has been on gaining maximum knowledge about the language 
itself instead of learning to use it in context. The use of Grammar Translation Method (GTL) was considered good in giving 
appropriate knowledge of language to the learners. But it has failed in the domain of practical use of language in real life 
situation. On the other hand, CLT approach is being praised worldwide for its main focus on improving communicative 
competence of the learners. To produce competent users of English has reached to the priority list of many East Asian 
governments. McClintock (2012) has pointed out the situation in her article. In Japan, the National Ministry of Education, 
Science and Culture included CLT approach in the revised curriculum of 1980 (Samimy & Kobayashi, 2004). The 
government of South Korea introduced CLT in the 7
th
 curriculum in 1997 (Yoon, 2004). China introduced communicative 
approach in ELT in the early 1990s (Zhu, 2003). 
English language is one of the important factors for progress educationally, socially and economically in Pakistan. It serves 
as a gateway to success, to further education and to white collar jobs. Socially English has been adopted as a polite and 
prestigious means of interaction among educated Pakistanis: those who know it are considered educated (Ghani, 2003). 
Ramanathan (2005) wrote in Pakistan context that : “…with globalization and the talk about English being a world 
language, with stories of young people emigrating all over the world armed with English- with all these things English is a 
commodity in more demand than ever before’. Keeping in view the use of English in Pakistan and the benefits associated 
with its usage, English language teachers have been urged to incorporate communicative practices in class room. Various 
teacher training programs are being conducted for the awareness of teachers so that they should implement strategies to 
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enhance communicative skill of students. Now for the first time in the history of Pakistan, there is a wide awakening 
towards the goal of achieving communicative competence which is evident from various steps taken by the stake holders 
towards this direction. The concerned educational authorities in the provincial as well as federal government are found 
conscious for education in general and the teaching of English for communicative purpose in particular. But still there is a 
need for the authorities to assert their verdict on this issue. Zaffar (2008) quotes one letter from the Higher Education 
Commission (HEC) of Pakistan to the heads of colleges and universities in Pakistan that: ‘(It is) advised to prepare plans for 
increasing students’ English language proficiency and enhance their communication skills for academic and professional 
purpose’. The role of government agencies is crucial in the real implementation of policies. The State Education Department 
of China (SEDC) addressed this issue in English Teaching Syllabus, (1992, p.1) and issued clear instructions to the English 
language teachers to adopt communicative approach in class room. 
2. Literature review 
Although the teachers’ practice of CLT approach is mainly based on their theoretical knowledge about the methodology, yet 
its application can not merely be determined by it. In a communicative class room situation, the diverse role of teacher has 
been emphasized by the practitioners. Nunan (1989) and Lopez (1984) have asserted that as learners have varying interests 
and cognitive styles, the teacher is expected to eclectively use as many methods and techniques as possible in contrast to the 
past situation in which a teacher was supposed to follow one best methodology and one best text book (as mentioned in 
Tessema Tedesse Abebe, et al, 2012). ‘It should be kept in mind that English language teachers must be prudent and 
eclectic in designing a lesson plan, paying close attention to a wide range of methods and techniques that are at their 
disposal, and in selecting appropriate pedagogical tools that are congruent with the linguistic needs of their students’ (Jilani, 
2004). To meet the objectives of this research, it is desirable to analyze the underlying principles of GTM and CLT 
approach.  
2.1 Teaching methodologies: GTM v/s CLT 
Previously, different teaching methodologies have been forwarded by linguists and scholars. The underlying concept of 
every methodology have some common characteristics, like, goals of teaching, role of students and teacher in the class 
room, teacher-student/s and student-student/s interaction, use of teaching materials, evaluation and feedback, importance of 
grammar, etc. To meet the requirements of this research, teaching methodology has to be judged on a certain criterion. 
Richards and Rodgers’ (2001) framework of teaching methodology is considered detailed and helpful in describing the 
phenomenon, where six elements have been discussed: 
i. Objectives of the method 
ii. The syllabus model 
iii. Class room activities 
iv. The teacher’s role 
v. The student’s role 
vi. Learning material 
(Table 1:  GTM vs. CLT in Richards and Rodgers framework) 
GTM has a focus on the knowledge about language mainly covered by reading and writing practices. Accuracy of language 
is emphasized as contrary to fluency. The explanation of grammatical rules, memorization and reproduction of the likewise 
structures is the main characteristic. The use of L1 is in abundance to explain difficult words. The rules of L2 are compared 
with that of L1 for a better understanding. Parsing of long sentences is a way of learning complex structures. Immediate 
feedback by the teacher and an explicit correction of students’ error is a norm. Teacher’s role is dominant and most of the 
class room activities revolve around his/her personal choices about students’ learning. Learning materials comprise on 
textbooks and grammar. In CLT, teacher acts as a facilitator and monitor of the class room activities rather than leading the 
class. Lessons are normally topics or themes. The situational use of language is emphasized. The learners are promoted to 
communicate not only in written but rather in spoken language according to the need of situation. Dialogues are used freely 
with a communicative purpose. The learners are engaged in useful language rather than repetition of grammatical rules. 
Hence, fluency in the target language is acquired prior to accuracy of structure and rules of grammar. The desired goal in 
this approach is to increase the communicative competence of the learners (Brown, 1993). 
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Communicative language theory was highly influenced by Long’s (1983, 1996) Interaction Hypothesis. For him, language 
is viewed as a tool employed to maintain social relation (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).  ‘(CLT is) an approach of language 
teaching methodology that emphasizes authenticity, interaction, student-centered learning, task-based activities, and 
communication for the real world, meaningful purposes’ (Brown, 1993). CLT is a contested term (Thompson, 1996; Hiep, 
2007) and acts as an umbrella term covering a large variety of teaching techniques adopted by a language teacher in class 
room (Richards & Rodgers ,2001; Harmer, 2007; Larsen-Freeman, 2000). Communicative approach has been influential in 
ESL and EFL context during the last two decades.  Since communicative competence of the learners is the goal, they will 
learn to communicate by communicating (Larsen-Freeman, 1986, p 131).  
Today we are benefiting from the victories and defeats of our professional march through history. But today the 
methodological issues are quite different and complex. Beyond grammatical and discourse elements in communication, we 
are probing the nature of social, cultural and pragmatic features of language. We are exploring pedagogical means of 
“real life” communication in the class room. We are trying to get our learners to develop linguistic fluency, not just the 
accuracy that has so consumed our historical journey. We are equipping our students with tools for generating unrehearsed 
language performance “out there” when they leave the womb of our class rooms. We are concerned with how to facilitate 
lifelong language learning among our students, not just with the immediate class room task. We are looking at learners as 
partners in a co-operative venture. And our class room practices seek to draw on whatever intrinsically speaks learners to 
reach their fullest potential (Brown, 1993).  
3. Research Methodology:  
A triangulation of data source was used in this research to ensure authenticity of the findings. Both qualitative and 
quantitative techniques were used to collect and analyze data. The following research questions were posed to meet the 
research objectives for this study: 
I. What is the difference between teachers’ claimed methodology and their substantial implementation of it?  
II. To what extent the principles of CLT are a characteristic of English class room in Pakistan? 
III. Is there any significant difference between public and private institutions in applying CLT approach? 
3.1 Participants of the study: 
English language teachers at Higher Secondary level in Pakistan comprised population for this research. One district 
(Multan) of the province of Punjab was selected on purpose basis. The criterion for their selection was their teaching at 
higher secondary level. A total of 150 teachers were identified who met the criterion of sample population. Comprehensive 
sampling technique was used. The participants belonged to the public (92) as well as private (36) institutes. Both genders, 
i.e. male (73) and female (55) included; whereas urban (102) and rural (26) teachers alike participated. It should be noted 
that basic educational requirement for a teacher at college level is M.A/M.Sc. Teachers with various educational 
background and professional training participated (Compulsory qualification: M.A/M.Sc. 117, M.Phil. 11; professional 
education: B.Ed. 39, M.Ed. 14; ELT course/s: TEFL 19, TESOL 03; any other course/s 26, none 32) . 
3.2 Research Instruments: 
Three research instruments were used to collect data (a) Questionnaire, (b) Observation Schedule and, (c) Semi-structured 
Interviews with the participants. These are detailed as below: 
3.2.1 Questionnaire 
The questionnaire was based on Karavas Doukas (1996) modal which has earlier been used to explore teacher’s attitude in 
applying CLT approach. This questionnaire consisted on two parts. Part one covered demographic information of the 
participants, like name, age, gender, experience, qualification, affiliation, etc. Part two comprised on a Likert scale with 25 
items related to the class room activities and the use of teaching methodology. Three options were given to know the 
teachers’ response on individual items, i.e. frequently, occasionally and, rarely. The reliability of questionnaire as tested on 
Cronbach Alpha was 0.743.  
3.2.2 Observation Schedule 
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The observation schedule was used with a purpose to find out any difference in theory and practice; what do the teachers 
claim to do in class room and what do they actually do. Collecting information through class room observation provides 
direct experience (Koul, 1996; Nunan, 1992; Wallace, 1998). Schmuck (1997) asserted, as mentioned in Barbara B. 
Kawulich (2005) ‘Observation methods are useful to researchers in a variety of ways. They provide researchers with ways 
to check for nonverbal expression of feelings, determine who interacts with whom, grasp how participants communicate 
with each other, and check for how much time is spent on various activities’. The observation schedule was comprised on 
27 items and every item with five options, i.e. always, frequently, occasionally, rarely and, never.  
3.2.3 Interview 
The purpose of interview was to seek justification/s for the mismatches and inconsistencies found during analysis of data 
from questionnaire and observation schedule. As this interview was a continuum of the class observation, the teachers 
whose classes had already been observed were contacted for interview. Ten out of twelve teachers were available for it. 
Keeping in view research ethics, the interviewees were pseudonym as P1, P2…P10.  
3.3 Collection of data: 
On the first stage, 150 participants were delivered the questionnaire from which 128 were returned after completion. An 
Informed Consent Form also accompanied with the questionnaire. On the second stage, observation schedule was used for 
observing classes of the twelve respondents from the sample population. Two classes (45 minutes for individual class) for 
every teacher were observed. Total time of class observation was 1080 minutes (18 hours).  Audio recording was also made 
for these observations. Observation schedule, notes taken during this session and the audio recording were tallied to find out 
a clear situation of the class room practices. On the third stage, ten respondents were interviewed. This was a semi 
structured interview, the participants were informed that any emerging question/s during the interview could also be asked. 
An audio recording device was used for recording. The interviews were transcribed the same day of interview.  
4. Data Analysis: 
As the underlying idea of this research was to identify any significant difference on using CLT approach in public and 
private sector, the questionnaire and the observation schedule were separated after completion and made two categories, 
public (92) and private (36). Hence, the result was also presented in this vein. Both qualitative and quantitative techniques 
were used to analyze data. The questionnaire and the observation schedule were analyzed quantitatively while the interview 
was analyzed thematically which means that themes were identified and analyzed according to the research questions. The 
questionnaire data was analyzed using frequencies and percentages, while a t test was used to sort out any significant 
difference between public and private institutions on using CLT approach. To analyze data from class observation, 
frequencies and percentage was calculated, and then descriptive statistics was used like Mean, standard deviation, minimum 
and maximum range to sort out any significant difference between the public and private domains on the substantial 
implementation of communicative approach. The interview was analyzed using qualitative analysis technique.  
4.1 Results and Discussion 
The first research question was what is the difference between teachers’ claimed methodology and their substantial 
implementation of it? The teachers’ response on which teaching methodology they use in class on the three options are 
given in table 2.   
This response was considered somewhat vague in the sense that it was realized some teachers might claim using GTM or 
CLT approach, what they believe to practice in class room was the point to be explored in detail. The Likert scale in the 
questionnaire served this purpose. 
4.1.1 Questionnaire 
The questionnaire was used to explore teaching practices by the respondents, to evaluate how far the characteristics of CLT 
approach are found in Pakistani class rooms, and what is the difference between public and private domains in this context. 
The table 3 shows the results of public and private institutions collected through the questionnaire: 
The public schools teachers’ response shows that the majority teachers follow the principles of GTM in class room as their 
focus is on teaching the rules of language rather than teaching the use of it.  They frequently translate and explain grammar 
rules and text with parsing of sentences. They frequently use L1 in class room, make on spot and direct corrections of 
students’ errors and rarely use innovations in teaching. Their criterion of students’ progress judgment is the use of correct 
language structure and their feedback is based on learners’ appropriateness on the use of grammatical rules. 
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The teachers in private institutions mostly apply a teaching methodology close to CLT approach as their focus of teaching is 
the students’ ability to use language. Their class room activities are frequently based on students’ needs; use English 
frequently in teaching; and the teacher has different roles in class room. They occasionally translate and explain text and 
grammar rules and, parsing complex sentences; promote learners to suggest learning; organize teaching to suit every 
learner; promote teacher-student and student-student interaction in class room. But their response on the issues of feedback 
and correction of errors show that they still lag behind the real implementation of CLT approach in class room. 
For the third research question is there any significant difference between public and private institutions in applying CLT 
approach, an independent samples t test was used. The three options in Likert schale, frequently, occasionally and, rarely 
were assigned marks, 3, 2,1 in case of a positive statement according to the principles of CLT approach, and vice a versa. 
The result indicates that there is found significant difference between the two domains. The mean score of public and 
private domains is 44.73 and 55.44 respectively. The difference between two mean scores is 0.00 that is greater than 0.05 
level alpha. So, there is found statistically significant difference between the two domains on the use of teaching 
methodology in English class room (Table 4). 
The data collected through questionnaire of the both domains was considered generalized which means that for providing 
base for the subsequent observation of classes, the result of public and private domains was thought as to representing their 
respective domains. 
4.1.2 Observation Schedule 
Teachers’ claimed methodology and their substantial implementation of it was the first research question. To find out the 
difference between the two, a classroom observation schedule was used. Sixteen classes of eight teachers (two classes each 
teacher) were observed. The data shows that public domain teachers’ response in questionnaire is most of the part close to 
the data of observation schedule.  
In the private domain, eight classes of four teachers (two classes each) were observed. The data collected through 
questionnaire and observation schedule of the private domain is partly inconsistent. On some issues, there was found a gap 
between what they claim to do in the class room (questionnaire) and what they actually do (observation schedule). On the 
issue of teacher-student student-teacher and student-student interaction the situation is not as good as it was claimed in the 
questionnaire. Explanation of grammatical rules and translation of text is also inconsistent with their responses in the 
questionnaire. However, on the issues of innovative teaching, use of English as a medium of instruction, peer feedback, 
creating life-like situations in classroom, and, a variety of teacher’s role, we can realize that English teaching in the private 
domain is near to the characteristics of CLT approach.     
The public school teachers rarely (25%) or never (75%) used English as a medium of instruction, while the private school 
teachers always (50%) and frequently (50%) used it. Teacher-student interaction was found equal on both sides. Student-
student interaction in the public classroom was rarely (50%) or never (37.5%), while it was occasionally (75%) or 
(frequently (25%) in private schools. Student-teacher interaction in public school was occasionally (50%) or rarely (37.5%), 
while in the private schools, it was found occasionally (75%). The explanation of grammatical rules was found always 
(50%) or frequently (50%) in the public schools, whereas in private schools was occasionally (75%) or frequently (25%). 
Pair-work and group-work activities in the public schools was never (100%) found, whereas in private schools was found 
occasionally (75%). On spot correction of errors was found always (25%) and frequently (62.5%) in public schools, 
whereas in private schools was found occasionally (50%) or rarely (50%). The public schools never (100%) shown creating 
life-like situations, while private schools shown frequently (100%). The public schools were found always (100%) teacher-
centered, whereas private schools were occasionally (75%) teacher-centered. The public schools were never (100%) student 
centered, whereas private schools were frequently (75%) student-centered.  The public schools never (75%) promote 
students to interact in English, whereas private schools always (75%) promoted students to speak in English. The public 
schools rarely (62.5%) promote students to ask questions, while private schools always (100%) promote students to ask 
questions. The public schools never (75%) used teacher made materials in classroom, while private teachers always (75%) 
used it. The public and private teachers frequently (75% and 50% respectively) used text books in classroom. The public 
teachers always (75%) emphasized on accuracy, while the private teachers occasionally (50%) or rarely (50%) emphasized 
it. The public teachers rarely (75%) emphasized on fluency whereas the private teachers always (50%) or frequently (50%) 
emphasized it. The public teachers rarely (62.5%) tolerated students’ errors, whereas the private teachers tolerated 
frequently (75%).  The public teachers had always (100%) focus on reading and writing, whereas private teachers 
occasionally (50%) or rarely (50%) focused on it. The public teachers always (75%) emphasized on the use of structural 
language, whereas private teachers occasionally (50%) or rarely (50%) emphasized on it. The public teachers rarely (50%) 
or never (37.5%) emphasized on meaning conveyance, whereas private teachers always (50%) or frequently (50%) focused 
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on it. The public teachers never (87.5%) promoted using variety of language structure, whereas the private teachers 
frequently (75%) promoted it. The public teachers always (100%) translated original text, whereas the private teachers 
frequently (50%) translated it. The public teachers always ( (62.5%) used L1 in classroom, while the private teachers rarely 
(50%) or never (50%) used L1 in classroom. The public teachers never (100%) promoted peer feedback, whereas the private 
teachers frequently (100%) promoted it. In the public schools, there was never (75%) found a variety of teachers role, while 
in the private schools it was always (50%) or frequently (50%) found. The public teachers always (100%) promoted 
memorization of vocabulary, while the private teachers rarely (75%) promoted it. 
To examine the difference between public and private domains on the issue of substantial implementation of CLT approach, 
descriptive statistical analysis was made. For this purpose, five options in the Likert scale, always, frequently, occasionally, 
rarely and, never were assigned marks 5, 4,3,2,1 in case the statement described a CLT characteristic, and vice a versa. The 
result indicates that the private domain is better than the public domain on the use of communicative approach. The N 
(number) shows the number of teachers whose classes were observed (two classes of every individual teacher). The 
minimum score of public domain is 36, while the private domain is 97. The maximum score of public domain is 44, while 
the private domain is 104. The mean score of public domain is 39.25, while private domain is 101.25. And, the standard 
deviation of two domains is 2.49 for public, and 2.94 for private (table 5). The table indicates that teachers in private 
institutions are comparatively better than public teachers and are using a teaching methodology closer to the tenets of CLT 
approach. However, there were found inconsistencies in teaching style during the observation. The contradiction what they 
claim to do and what they actually do in class room and, the inconsistencies in implementing CLT strategies in teaching 
provided base for the sub-sequent interview with the class teachers. 
4.1.3 Interview with teachers 
The purpose of this interview was to bridge the gap between teachers’ claimed methodology and actual materialization of it. 
There was found less gap between the responses of public teachers provided in the questionnaire and data collected through 
observation schedule. While comparatively larger gap was found in the responses of private teachers provided in the 
questionnaire and collected through observation schedule. The underlying idea of research was to examine the difference/s, 
if any, in the substantial implementation of communicative approach in teaching English at higher secondary level in 
Pakistan in public and private institutions. The data already collected through questionnaire and observation schedule 
provided the base for the interview questions. The inconsistencies found in the questionnaire and the observation schedule 
was the main issues to be resolved during the interview.  The respondents tried to justify these inconsistencies giving 
different arguments. On some levels, both of the domains looked to stand together on their individual stance. 
The interview responses of the public teachers were found different than the private teachers. The public domain teachers 
mostly used GTM in teaching. They showed their concern about the examination results of students. This was one of the 
most common reasons of teachers diverging from communicative technique to the traditional practices. And, it was found 
common on both sides, public and private. The interviewees from public domain were also found over-obsessed by the 
crowded classes. The physical environment in the public domain institutions was also revealed a big reason for not 
actualization of communicative approach; class rooms without computers, multimedia and other audio/visual aids was a big 
challenge for the enthusiastic teachers who wanted to apply CLT approach. 
  
The data collected from the private domain teachers through questionnaire and observation were found more inconsistent 
than the public. The most inconsistent data was related to the teachers with less teaching experience. During the interview, it 
was realized that some teachers who are a product of GTM, despite taking language teaching courses were unable for the 
substantial utilization of CLT approach. Although physical conditions of the private institutions were comparatively better, 
the teachers were found using strategies associated with mixed methodology. However, the private domain interviewees’ 
contradictions found in the data were not fully resolved. It needs further investigation to justify these inconsistencies. 
Some emerging themes were identified during the interview which matched to the objectives of this research. One of them 
was that teachers with an experience of working abroad are more inclined towards applying CLT approach, and they are 
comparatively more expert in it.  Another emerging theme was ELT courses, like TESOL and TEFL, etc. The teachers who 
had taken these courses were found comparatively better than the others on applying CLT strategies in class room. Their 
ideas were clearer and close to the tenets of CLT approach. 
 
5. Conclusion and Suggestions 
The study was guided by the theme of differentiating public institutions from private on the use of communicative approach 
in teaching English at higher secondary level in Pakistan. On the first place, a questionnaire was used to collect data. 
Secondly, a class observation-schedule was used to evaluate the difference between what teachers claim on using of 
teaching methodology and what they actually materialize in classroom. Thirdly, a subsequent interview was used to seek 
justification for their inconsistent responses in the questionnaire and the observation schedule. The data indicates that there 
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is found a significant difference between public and private domains on the use of teaching methodology. Public domain 
teachers mostly use GTM, and their second priority is to use a mixed method approach to meet the learning needs of 
students. CLT approach is mostly absent from their teaching. The private domain teachers prefer to use CLT approach or 
their second option is to use mixed method approach. The data from observation schedule reveals that public teachers 
mostly do what they claim, while there is found a gap between what private teachers claim and what they actually 
materialize. However, their methodology is close to the tenets of CLT approach, though it cannot be claimed that they really 
implement it because of their inconsistencies in teaching style. The public domain teachers identified issues for not 
implementing CLT approach were the examination pressure, over-crowded class rooms, text based teaching and the non-
availability of teaching materials. The private domain teachers were found more conscious about their teaching 
methodology. They seemed to be striving hard in a competitive environment. The physical environment found in most of 
the private institutions is conducive for their efforts in applying communicative approach. The contradiction and 
inconsistencies in their teaching style are caused by the lack of teacher training programs and examination pressure. 
The set up of every country is unique in L2 teaching methodology. Pakistan is lagging behind than the other EFL countries 
in implementing CLT approach. Further research in this area is needed to evaluate the examination washback effect on 
teaching methodology (Ahmad & Rao, 2012 b), cultural constrains in different social settings, syllabus design to match 
CLT requirements, and, assessment of language skills under CLT system. 
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 Grammar Translation Method Communicative Language Teaching 
Objectives of the 
method 
Learners’ knowledge of the target language Learners’ use of the target language 
 Mastery in grammar Equal attention to all language skills 
 Production of accurate language Fluency in target language 
   
Syllabus Prescribed Syllabus Teacher’s discretion 
   
Class room activities Translation of the text Integrated practice of the four language skills 
 Grammar exercises Teacher-student interaction 
 Vocabulary learning Student-student interaction 
 Contrastive analysis of L1 and L2 Group-work activities 
  Situational use of language 
   
Teacher’s Role Lecturing Initiator and monitor of class room activities 
 Parsing complex sentences in text Implicit feedback of faulty language  
 Explanation of language rules Grouping students 
 Feedback and an explicit correction of errors  
   
Students’ role Listeners and viewers of class room 
activities 
Central role in class room activities 
 Cramming of language rules Peer feedback 
 Doing multiple exercises Suggestive 
 Receiver of teacher’s instructions   
 Listeners and viewers of class room 
activities 
 
   
Learning material Text books as prescribed by the Textbook 
Board 
Authentic material 
 Translation and solved exercises books Teacher developed material 
 Grammar and Vocabulary books Use of Realia 
Table 1:  GTM vs. CLT in Richards and Rodgers framework 




GTM 43 56.74 






GTM 04 11.11 




Table 2: On the use of Teaching methodology by public and private domains 
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Public School Teachers Private School Teachers 
Frequently Occasionally Rarely Frequently Occasionally Rarely 
Frq %age Frq %age Frq %age Frq %age Frq %age Frq %age 
Your focus of teaching is the students’ 
knowledge of the rules of language. 
54 58.7 35 38.0 03 3.3 22 61.1 14 38.9 - - 
Your focus of teaching is the students’ ability 
to use the target language. 
03 3.3 38 41.3 51 55.4 31 86.1 05 13.9 - - 
Explanation and illustration of grammar rules. 54 58.7 33 35.9 05 5.4 - - 11 30.6 25 69.4 
 
Translation of text word by word. 65 70.7 27 29.3 - 
 
- 03 8.3 15 41.7 18 50.0 
 
Explanation of the text sentence by sentence. 44 47.8 32 34.8 16 
 
7.4 03 8.3 25 69.4 08 22.2 
 
Parsing of complex sentences. 46 50.0 26 28.3 20 
 
21.7 10 27.8 10 27.8 16 44.4 
 
Contrastive explanation of L2 with that of L1. 42 45.7 37 40.2 13 
 
14.1 11 30.6 13 36.1 12 33.3 
 
Direct and on-spot correction of students’ 
errors.  
41 44.6 23 25.0 28 
 
30.4 11 30.6 14 38.9 11 30.6 
 
Use of English language while teaching. - - 33 39.9 59 
 
64.1 28 77.8 06 16.7 02 5.6 
 
Promote Teacher-Students interaction in 
English. 
66 71.7 25 27.2 01 
 
1.1 17 47.2 15 41.7 04 11.1 
 
Promote Student-Student interaction in 
classroom. 
12 13.0 29 31.5 51 
 
55.4 23 63.9 12 33.3 01 2.8 
 
Innovations in teaching. 01 1.1 41 44.6 50 
 
54.3 27 75.0 08 22.2 01 2.8 
 
Promote pair and group-work activities. 22 23.9 37 40.2 33 
 
35.9 17 47.2 19 52.8 - - 
 
Promote a culture of peer feedback in 
classroom. 
31 33.7 23 25.0 38 
 
41.3 23 63.9 13 36.1 - - 
 
Use of teacher-developed material. 32 34.8 31 33.7 29 
 
31.5 19 52.8 15 41.7 02 5.6 
 
Promote a rote memorization of vocabulary. 69 75.0 11 12.0 12 
 
13.0 03 8.3 11 30.6 22 61.1 
 




70.7 24 26.1 03 3.3 09 25.0 19 52.8 08 22.2 
You promote learners to suggest class room 
activities. 
06 6.5 40 43.5 
 
46 50.0 09 25.0 17 47.2 10 27.8 
Your feedback is focused on the learners’ 
appropriateness. 
68 73.9 04 4.3 
 
20 21.7 11 30.6 11 30.6 14 38.9 
You consider errors as a part of learning. 66 71.7 09 
 
9.8 17 18.5 14 38.9 11 30.6 11 3.06 
 
Much correction is necessary for learning. 61 66.3 10 
 
10.9 21 22.8 06 16.7 06 16.7 24 66.7 
 
A teacher has different roles than only 
lecturing. 
01 1.1 30 
 
32.6 61 66.3 23 63.9 13 36.1 - - 
 
Class room activities are based on students 
needs. 
- - 54 
 
58.7 38 41.3 21 58.3 15 41.7 - - 
 
Direct instruction of rules of language is 
essential. 
67 72.8 13 
 
14.1 12 13.0 03 8.3 13 36.1 20 55.6 
 
Your criterion to judge a learner’s performance 
is the correctness of grammar. 
41 44.6 50 
 
54.3 01 1.1 04 11.1 11 30.6 21 58.3 
Table 3: Teaching practices by public and private domain teachers 
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groups N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Std. Error (D) 
t 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
Public 92 44.73 5.21642 .94038 -13.624 .000 
Private 36 55.44 3.40960 .78657 
Table 4: Difference in public and private domains on the use of CLT approach 
 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
public 8 36 44 39.25 2.49 
private 4 97 104 101.00 2.94 
Table 5: Difference in public and private domains on actualization of CLT approach 
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